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Performance evaluation has received considerable scholarly 
attention. Indeed, the use of systematic methods of appraising employee 
performance begin in the public sector. The federal government, for 
instance, developed forms in the 1850's to use in rating employees 
according to personal traits and work habits. In spite of the 
importance of employee appraisal there are considerable differences- 
among theorist regarding the uses and functions of performance 
evaluation. This study, therefore attempts to ascertain and compare the 
perceptions of both management, mid-level and clerical personnel of the 
City of Atlanta, to performance evaluation. 
The significance of this study lies in the fact that a well 
constructed performance evaluation system enhances the smooth 
functioning of any organization. Such a system will also make it 
possible for the recognition and promotion of productive employees as 
well as enhance employee motivation and morale. This study reveals that 
there is agreement between management and mid-level and clerical workers 
on the following: 
A. That the main approach used for the administration of pay 
raise is step progression. 
B. That performance, longevity and some other factor are utilized 
for promotion. 
C. That knowledge of the job, productivity and dependability are 
the most important factors considered in evaluating employees. 
The main areas of disagreement are as follows: 
A. Whether the City of Atlanta operates under the merit system or 
not; 
B. Whether attendance and punctuality is a important in the 
evaluation of employees or not; and 
C. Whether performance evaluation is used for probationary 
periods only. 
The major source of information for this study was obtained from 
interviews, questionnaire and participant observation. Also a wide 
variety of secondary information was obtained from books, publications, 
periodicals and unpublished discussion papers on the subject. 
THE PERCEPTION OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATION IN THE 
PUBLIC SECTOR: A CASE STUDY OF 
THE CITY OF ATLANTA 
A DEGREE PAPER 
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
BY 
PATRICK P. GYANG 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 
MAY 1986 
i T - 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
LIST OF TABLES  i-j i 
I. INTRODUCTION  ! 
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING  8 
A. Agency and Unit Description 8 
B. Internship Experience  10 
C. Statement of the Problem 10 
III. REVIEW OF LITERATURE  12 
IV. METHODOLOGY  22 
V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION  24 
VI. CONCLUSION  40 
Recommendations 42 
APPENDIX A  45 
APPENDIX B  47 
BIBLIOGRAPHY  50 
ii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. Management Response: Factors Considered to be Most 
Important in Evaluating the City of Atlanta Employees. ... 26 
2. Workers Response: Factors Considered to be Most 
Important in Evaluating the City of Atlanta Employees. ... 28 
3. Management Response: Is the City of Atlanta Under 
the Merit System?  30 
4. Workers Response: Is the City of Atlanta Under 
the Merit System?  30 
5. Management Response: Approaches Used for the 
Administration of Pay Raise in the City of Atlanta  32 
6. Workers Response: Approaches Used for the 
Administration of Pay Raise in the City of Atlanta  33 
7. Management Response: Factors Utilized for Promoting 
an Employee From One Salary Range to Another  35 
8. Workers Response: Factors Utilized for Promoting 
an Employee From One Salary Range to Another  36 
9. Management Responses: The Most Important Uses of 
Performance Evaluation in the City of Atlanta  38 
10. Workers Response: The Most Important Use of 
Performance Evaluation in the City of Atlanta  39 
iii 
I. INTRODUCTION 
Death and taxes have been described as the only inevitabilities of 
life. This writer suggests that for any management personnel in the 
city government, there is a third inevitability: employee performance 
evaluation or appraisal. Applying this concept at its simplest level, 
it must be assumed that everyday in which an employee is not fired, an 
appraisal of value has been made. On a more realistic level, city 
government decisions concerning compensation (salary adjustments, bonus 
awards, etc.), retention and dismissal, promotion, and management 
development are based upon a judgement of performance.* The evaluation 
of employees and their performance, of course, occurs naturally and 
constantly. Almost as a matter of course, we judge each other's work 
and attitudes, and we rank people along some scale of best to worse. 
What does not occur naturally and frequently is systematic evaluation 
2 
and the communication of evaluation to those being evaluated. 
The use of systematic methods of appraising employee performance 
began in the public sector. The federal government developed forms in 
the 1850s to use in rating employees according to personal traits and 
work habits. When New York City established its civil service system in 
1883, it also adopted a procedure for employee evaluation. School 
Walter Jacobs, Appraising Employee Performance (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1980), pp. 49-66. 
2 
Dennis Dresang, Public Personnel Management and Public Policy 
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1984), p. 164. 
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districts began using forms for evaluating teachers in 1896. In 
contrast, the private sector did not seriously use performance 
3 
evaluation until just prior to World War II. 
Indeed, the Federal Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, which emerged 
as a result of performance evaluation, includes a provision mandating 
performance evaluation: 
Each agency shall develop one or more performance 
appraisal systems which: (1) provide for periodic 
appraisals of job performance of employees; (2) encourage 
employee participation in establishing performance 
objectives; and (3) use the results of performance 
appraisals as a basis for training, rewarding, 
reassigning, promoting, demoting, retaining, and 
separating employees. 
Reform legislation at the state and local levels during the 1970s also 
5 
included language mandating or encouraging performance appraisals. 
Employee performance evaluations, appraisals, or efficiency ratings 
serve several purposes. One of the primary uses of performance 
evaluation is to determine whether an employee should be retained beyond 
the probationary period; a survey in the mid-1960's found this to be the 
Ibid., p. 164. 
4 
U.S. Congress, Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 and 
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1978, Public Law 94-454, Sec. 203. 
5 
Dennis Dresang, "Public Personnel Reform: A Summary of State 
Government Activity," Public Personnel Management 7, No. 5 
(September-October, 1978), pp. 287-294. 
g 
John Campbell, Managerial Behavior, 
Effectiveness (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970), p. 141. 
Performance and 
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most common use of evaluation in state, city, and county governments.^ 
At the federal level, however, this is a comparatively minor function of 
performance evaluation. The second most common use of performance 
evaluation is for promotion purposes; persons with weak performance 
evaluations probably will not be promoted. More generally, evaluations 
can be used to judge employee potential not only in terms of higher 
level positions through promotion but also in the assignment of duties 
8 among employees. Evaluations also have been used for determining which 
employees will be laid off because of reductions in force (RIFs). 
Performance evaluations were used for this purpose by the federal 
government following World War II when the size of the bureaucracy was 
reduced sharply, and evaluations still carry some weight in RIF 
9 
decisions. 
Performance evaluation or appraisal is used in this study to denote 
a "formal evaluation procedure by which an organization documents its 
employees' job performances and development potential."* Properly 
Felix Lopez, Jr., Evaluating Employee Performance (Chicago: 
Public Personnel Association, 1968), p. 297. 
Marion Kellog, What to do About Performance Appraisal (New 
York: American Management Association, 1965), pp. 136-180. 
g 
Personnel Management; and Nathan B. Winstanley, "The Use of 
Performance Appraisal in Compensation," Conference Board Record, 12 
(March 1975). 
Evaluation methods, of course, are worthless unless they have 
the full understanding, participation, and acceptance of the employees 
being appraised. In fact, the most progressive thinking on the subject 
(Footnote Continued) 
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designed, performance appraisal systems can serve a variety of human 
resource planning (HRP) functions, providing management with essential 
information for making strategic decisions on employee retention, 
advancement, and separation. A good performance appraisal system links 
training, development, and career planning programs with the 
organization's long-term human resources needs. Specifically, managers 
can use appraisal procedures to: 
• Determine whether employees receive appropriate compensation 
for their particular functions and positions in the 
organization. 
• Assess the potential of employees for future jobs and suggest 
appropriate training and development programs. 
• Identify and modify dysfunctional work behavior.^ 
One of the more controversial uses of performance evaluation is for 
compensation purposes. Proponents suggest that employees should be 
financially rewarded for high performance. This practice has been less 
common in government than in industry, where flexible pay policies allow 
awarding extra compensation for high performance, although collective' 
bargaining agreements may restrict some of that flexibility. 
There are proposals that would base salary increases exclusively on 
performance ratings. If evaluations were based upon a point system (as 
the City of Atlanta hierarchy seems to imply) with high performing 
(Footnote Continued) 
concludes that supervisor and employee should SHARE in the evaluation 
process, from start to finish. 
Guvene Alpander, Human Resources Management Planning (New 
York: American Management Association, 1982), p. 214. 
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employees receiving high points and low performance employees the 
converse, then it would be possible to award wage increases based upon 
the point distribution. The jurisdiction might determine an average 
salary increase of five percent and set individual increases according 
12 to the standard deviation of evaluation points. 
There are conflicting views within the City of Atlanta government 
on whether performance evaluation should be used in setting pay. On the 
positive side is the argument that wage increase can be used as 
incentives for improved worker productivity; according to proponents, 
employees will accept systems that provide differing levels of pay 
13 according to differing levels of job performance among workers. On 
the negative side, appraisal systems often have been criticized as being 
invalid, that is, not accurately gauging worker performance; to base 
compensation on invalid measures would produce the inequities of either 
over- or under-compensation. 
This writer is of the opinion that, at present, there is no 
correlation between performance evaluation and salary or pay raises 
(compensation purposes) within the city government of Atlanta. A more 
appropriate approach is hereby suggested: base compensation on JOB 
EVALUATION rather than WORKER EVALUATION; pay should be set according to 
Aaron Liberman, "Personal Evaluation - A Proposal for 
Employment Standards," Public Personnel Management, 4 (1975), pp. 
248-258. 
13 L. L. Cummings, "A Field Experimental Study of the- Effects of 
Two Performance Appraisal Systems," Personnel Psychology, 26 (1973), pp. 
489-502. 
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14 the work required by a job and not how well a worker performs. If the 
city worker/employee, for instance, does not perform as well as 
expected, then either his performance should be brought up to standards 
or he should be removed from the job. 
According to Arthur Procter, the use of performance evaluation in 
pay, promotion, and dismissal/retention decisions furthers the merit 
principle. Objective measures of worker performance are used to make 
important personnel decisions, instead of having the decision based 
upon political allegiances. Morale of workers is supposedly improved, 
since workers understand that their contribution to government will be 
15 recognized and suitably rewarded. 
Thus, as this study attempts to show there is consensus among 
theorists of management that performance evaluation appraisal is one of 
the most controversial aspect of human resource management. As a 
result, performance appraisal has received more attention in personnel 
and human resource literature than any other topic. The reason for such 
controversy is as diverse as there are theorists and appraisal systems. 
One crucial reason is that different organizations utilize different 
appraisal systems, compatible with their respective organizational 
goals. The dilemma is further compounded by the fact that though some 
First Hoover Commission, Personnel Management, p. 33, and 
Nathan B. Winstanley, "The Use of Performance Appraisal in Compensation 
Administration," Conference Board Record, 12 (March, 1975), pp. 43-47. 
15 Arthur Procter, Principles of Public Personnel Administration 
(New York: Appleton, 1921), pp. 162-164. 
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appraisal systems are considered to be more objective (in terms of job 
relatedness and employee participation) than others, it is impossible to 
impose the supposedly more objective methods on any organization. Yet 
despite the controversy, management theorists and leaders of all 
organizations agree that performance appraisal plays a crucial role in 
the development of employee effectiveness, efficiency, productivity and 
career advancement. 
In view of the divergent perspectives on the functions and uses of 
performance evaluation. This study, therefore, attempts to ascertain 
and compare the perception of both management, mid-level and clerical 
level personnel, in the City of Atlanta, to performance evaluation. An 
effort is made to highlight the areas of agreement as well as 
disagreements between the three levels selected for analysis. 
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
A. Agency and Unit Description. 
The Writer served as an intern in the Classification Division 
within the Department of Administrative Services of the City of Atlanta, 
Georgia, from June to September 1985. 
The city government of Atlanta is organized into ten departments, 
each headed by a commissioner and an office headed by a Chief of 
Economic Development. The ten departments are: Departments of the 
Mayor, Administrative Services, Community Development, Parks, Recreation 
and Cultural Affairs, Water and Pollution Control, Public Works, Public 
Safety, Law, Aviation and Finance. These ten departments in turn, 
comprise thirty-eight (38) subordinate bureaus and offices (See Appendix 
A). 
There were 8,330 city employees as of March 1985.*® According to 
the 1980 figures of the U.S. Census Bureau, the city government of 
Atlanta serves a residential population of 425,002.* The 
Classification Division of the city government has one distinct purpose: 
to establish the policies and procedures for the maintenance of the 
This figure includes part-time, seasonal workers, and elected 
officials. 
*^ U.S. Census Bureau, County Patterns: Atlanta City (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1980), p. 8. 
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18 classification and pay plan of the City of Atlanta. Its policy is to 
provide equal pay for equal work in proportion to differences in the 
responsibility and difficulty of the work and in the qualifications 
needed to perform the work. However, the Classification Division has 
19 five broad responsibilities: 
a. to review requests for the establishment of new positions and 
classification, the change in classification and/or in salary 
of existing positions, and the abolition of position and 
classification. 
b. to maintain a program of continuous review of all classes of 
positions in city government as vacant positions are 
requisitioned to be filled. 
to perform comprehensive classification studies of positions 
selected by occupational groupings, bureaus or divisions. 
d. to maintain current organization charts of all offices, 
bureaus, and departments of city government, and review 
proposed changes in the organizational structure of 
departments within the executive branch of city government 
pursuant to executive order 78-1. 
e. to conduct salary surveys of selected benchmark positions, and 
recommend salary adjustments which will maintain the city's 
position as a competitive employer and insure proper internal 
relationships. 
These five broad responsibilities are carried out by utilizing two 
20 broad methods. The first is a benchmark classification, a process 
where job classes are selected for comparison of duties, 
Standard Operating Procedures, Bureau of Personnel Operation: 
Policy Procedures Manual (City of Atlanta: Internal Operating Policy & 
Procedures Committee, April 1, 1978), pp. 1-11. 
19 Ibid., pp. 12-13. 
20 Ibid., pp. 11-12. 
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responsibilities and salaries, which typically represents a significant 
number of positions, or which generally assure good descriptive matches, 
and therefore, afford valid and reliable comparisons. The second method 
is job audit - a method of job analysis by which pertinent information 
relating to the nature of a specific job is collected. This is 
characterized by employee interviews at the work site, and may involve 
observation of employees while performing duties. 
B. Internship Experience. 
The writer was assigned, as an intern with the Bureau of Personnel 
and Human Resources, Division of Classification. In that capacity, the 
writer aided the division staff with a number of assignments. Chief 
among the writer's assignments were coordinating and finalizing the 
results of the 1985 City of Atlanta Wages and Benefits Survey. Other 
duties included: (1) analyzing the primary tasks of all the clerical 
positions in the city to determine if they match with the job 
specifications; (2) responding to the various questionnaires sent to the 
city government by various cities and public agencies as well as private 
organizations; (3) pulling out specific job specification sheets and 
distributing them as requested by the various personnel analysts or any 
interested person; and (4) created, in conjunction with the personnel 
assistant, an effective and updated job specification manual for the 
various personnel analysts in the department. 
C. Statement of the Problem. 
The problem articulated in this study is that there exists 
differences between writers on the uses and functions of performance 
-11- 
appraisal. Consequently, the writer administered a questionnaire to 
both management, mid-level and clerical level employees, within the City 
of Atlanta, in order to ascertain the perceptions of these two groups 
regarding performance evaluation. An attempt will be made to highlight 
the areas of agreement as well as disagreement between both the groups. 
III. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Though students of human resources are likely to come across a 
proliferation of literature dealing with various purposes of performance 
appraisals, there seems to be a consensus among authorities in the field 
that the following reasons constitute the major purpose of performance 
appraisal within public and private organizations. Firstly, performance 
appraisal are used to communicate management goals and objectives to 
employees. Donald E. Klinger and John Nalbandian maintain that after 
employees have been notified of their duties, it is management's 
responsibility to provide the kind of feedback that would clearly 
demonstrate to employees how performance is compatible with stated 
21 criteria. Secondly, the purpose of performance appraisal is to 
provide necessary feedback or constructive criticism to employees to 
encourage them to improve their performance. Thirdly, management can 
best ensure performance improvement by providing equitable, economic, 
social, and growth reward that are essentially commensurate with 
performance. Such rewards must include salary increase, promotions, 
career training and development and insurance benefits. Lastly, 
performance appraisals are widely used to conduct human resources 
management research. In this connection, the appraisal of employees 
Donald Klinger and John Nalbandian, Public Personnel 
Management: Content and Strategy (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1985), p. 254. 
-12- 
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indicates areas of weakness and how these can be improved upon to ensure 
efficiency and productivity. Also, the process helps in validating an 
organization's selection criteria when jobs are properly evaluated and 
people are selected for these jobs on a job-related skills, knowledge, 
and abilities basis, and their on-the-job performance would likely be 
22 better. 
It is a widely accepted rule in human resources management that no 
appraisal system is accurate unless some national criteria for 
evaluating employees is established. Currently, there are two basic 
criteria in use by most organizations for appraisal purposes. These 
are, the person-based and the performance-based criteria. However, it 
is not uncommon to find organizations using the two at the same time. 
The differences between these two criteria is that in the person-based 
criteria, the evaluator assesses the employee's personality traits, 
characteristics and aptitudes and often it culminates in a very 
23 subjective evaluation. The performance-based system, on the contrary, 
evaluates job related behavior by assessing each employee's behavior 
against previously established behavior. This criteria is said to be 
reliable because of its use of objective performance standards to 
evaluate employees. 
There are many formats or techniques that are employed in 
performance appraisal. The methods commonly used in human resource 
22 
23 
Ibid., p. 255. 
Ibid., p. 256. 
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management include the graphic rating or adjective sealing, the ranking, 
the forced choice, the essay, the objective, the critical incidental or 
working sample, and the behaviorally anchored rating scales or bar 
techniques. The graphic rating scales, the ranking techniques and 
forced choice techniques are more adaptable to a person oriented system, 
while the essay, the objective, the critical incident and behaviorally 
anchored rating scale techniques are mostly used for performance-based 
24 systems. 
Having discussed the scope of performance appraisal, as well as the 
various methods in the preceding section, it seems appropriate to devote 
the rest of the literature review to merit pay raises and its 
association with performance evaluation. There is no doubt that 
performance has a direct bearing on employee compensation. It is within 
this context that Richard Hunter and Buddy Silver maintain that merit 
pay provides the government with a compensation system which sets the 
salary within a pay range in accordance with the previous years 
25 performance. Merit pay decisions, according to them are based on 
factors such as improvements in efficiency, productivity and the quality 
of work cost efficiency; timeliness of performance; and other 
indications of effectiveness, productivity and quality of performance. 
These authors try to show the contrast between time-in-grade increases 
Ibid., p. 261. 
25 Richard Hunter and Buddy Silver, "Merit Pay in -the Federal 
Government", Personnel Journal, Vol. 59, No. 2, (December, 1980), pp. 
1003-1007. 
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with merit pay increases. In doing this they maintain that the 
time-in-grade is determined by adding one half the general schedule 
comparability increase plus the quality step increase for outstanding 
performance. Merit pay increase is determined by adding one half the 
general schedule comparability increase plus the merit increase based on 
the employee's performance. 
Similarly, Robert Printz and David Waldman attempt to differentiate 
Pf) 
merit pay from the individual pay system. Merit pay to them attempts 
to motivate employees by relating periodic pay increase to performance. 
An individual pay system, on the other hand relates day-to-day earning 
to individual performance. To further backup their argument for merit 
pay, they argued that only 11 percent of companies, in a poll, in one 
study indicated that they are using the individual incentive plan. They 
also assert that eight out of every ten companies reward their employees 
with some sort of merit pay increase. These authors further understood 
some salient factors to consider in instituting a strong merit pay plan 
- the need for a strong performance appraisal system which minimizes 
appraisers subjectivity; an objective appraisal system with clearly 
stated job requirements to be measured; performance criteria to be 
quantifiable; and open communication between management and employees. 
Edward Mandt, on the other hand, notes that the most common 
techniques used for profit sharing between companies and their employees 
Robert Printz and David Walman, "The Merit of Merit Pay", 
Personnel Administrator, Vol. 31, No. 1, (January 1985), pp. 84-90. 
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27 
is the merit system. Merit pay, according to him has a direct 
association with compensation. He supports this assertion by citing a 
study conducted by the Bureau of National Affairs which states that 
raises in over 80 percent of white-collar jobs are determined by a merit 
28 pay system. Mandt also points out the disadvantages associated with a 
merit pay system. Among them are difficulties in obtaining accurate 
measures of performance; a poorly designed or poorly administered 
system. Among them are difficulties in obtaining accurate measures of 
performance; a poorly designed or poorly administered system; 
manipulation of the system; and, conflict between the system and other 
objectives of the firm, its managers and its employees. He asserts that 
for a more realistic approach to compensation, such guidelines should be 
followed; set up a performance appraisal system that emphasizes 
performance, tie pay to the market place, provide extra bonus increases 
for star performances, provide promotional opportunities through 
29 structured career paths, and make allowance for seniority. 
Richard Kopelman and William Mihal, also discuss the issue of merit 
30 pay and performance and the problems associated with them. Unlike 
Edward Mandt, "Who is Superior and Who's Merely Very Good?", 
Across the Board, Vol. 2, No. 4, (April 1984), pp. 16-23. 
28 Ibid., 22-23. 
29 Ibid., 22-23. 
30 Richard Kopelman and William Mihal, "Merit Pay-Linking Pay to 
Performance is a Proven Management Tool/Merit Pay-More Research is 
Needed; Goals may Motivate Better", Personnel Administrator, Vol. 28, 
No. 10, (October 1983), pp. 60-68. 
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other authors they go further to figure out the most difficult problem 
of bias which can, as in most cases emanate from raters themselves. The 
authors note this problem as unavoidable but suggest that it can be 
minimized. They assert that programs linking pay to performance work 
better if: they are responsive; there are substantial differences in 
31 rewards, and performance standards are somewhat demanding. Merit 
systems, as they rightly assert, rest heavily on three assumptions: 
that performance differences can be accurately measured, pay differences 
can be related to performance differences, and individuals will increase 
their efforts to gain more rewards. 
Eugene Hunt and George Gray examine how compensation can be 
32 managed. According to them, this can be done by establishing an 
effective program which will involve determining how to pay employees 
33 who perform a determined series of tasks. Hunt and Gray note that 
many companies now use a combination of automatic increases based on 
longevity and the performance-merit system. In this arrangement there 
are rate ranges which allow some flexibility in compensation. This 
flexibility is heavily dependent on performance evaluation and merit 
pay. 
Ibid., p. 66. 
32 Eugene Hunt and George Gray, "The Management Compensation-Part 
Two", Management World, Vol. 9, No. 9 (September, 1980), pp. '32-33. 
33 Ibid., p. 33. 
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In an article, James Brinks poses the question, is there merit in 
34 
merit increase? He outlines advantages and disadvantages of merit 
increases as other authors have done. In addition, he also outlines 
three approaches used in administering merit increases. These include 
the traditional approach, which uses percentages as the factors for 
increases; the step progression approach; and the one which combines a 
step progression guideline with a periodic bonus award. 
In giving another perspective of a merit pay program, Myles 
Goldberg contends that the way in which many merit pay programs are 
structured neither adequately rewards meritorious performance nor 
35 motivates people to perform well. He further observes that because of 
the way a salary system is structured, the close nature of merit pay 
programs and the multiple objectives they most often serve, merit pay 
36 plans in most cases are unjust. His recommendation is that merit 
increases should not be salary increases in the sense that they are paid 
beyond the time during which they are earned and money should be awarded 
37 to employees immediately upon doing a good piece of work. 
James Brink, "Is There Merit in Merit Increase?", Personnel 
Administrator, Vol. 25, No. 5 (May, 1980), pp. 59-64. 
35 Myles Goldberg, "Another Look at Merit Pay Program", 
Compensation Review, Vol. 9, No. 3 (3rd Quarter 1977), pp. 20-28. 
36 
37 
Ibid., p. 25. 
Ibid., p. 28. 
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38 
In a article by Stephen Clark, he poses the question: is linking 
employee salary adjustment to performance worth the effort? He 
maintains that the feasible approach to salary advancement is a true pay 
- for performance system, which uses a tool to motivate the employee and 
to better manage personnel cost increases. He also outlines the 
principles for effectively linking salary increases to performance as 
using an effective measure device; obtaining top management commitment; 
developing different levels of awards, redefining the range maximum and, 
39 clearly communicating performance appraisal. 
In analyzing the research agenda of the 1978 Civil Service Reform 
Act, David Nachmias infers that the agenda was a valid attempt to 
enhance the performance and responsiveness of the Civil Service 
40 activities. The act foremost set an important research agenda for the 
future, of which incentive changes are among them. He notes that the 
acts incentive component is its merit system, which is based on 
performance evaluation and productivity. According to him, "it is. 
precisely the problems of evaluating performance and productivity that 
38 Stephen Clark, "Linking Employee Salary Adjustments to 
Performance: Is it Worth the Effort?", Governmental Finance, Vol. 11, 
No. 4 (December, 1982), pp. 15-18. 
39 
Ibid., p. 17. 
40 David Nachmias, "The Research Agenda of the 1978 Civil Service 
Reform Act", Midwest Review of Public Administration, Vol. 13, No. 3 
(September 1979), pp. 182-184. 
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is the heart of making public bureaucracies more effective and 
41 accountable." 
Other authors do not only emphasize the importance of performance 
evaluation and merit pay raises but also cite cases which underscore the 
42 worth of the system. One such author is Peter Wood. He analyzes the 
method by which the Bowling Green State University's Department of 
Educational Foundation has been striving to create an acceptable merit 
pay system. This is done by creating an active - point merit 
43 approach. Each department listed activities or products that they 
believed to represent meritorious teaching; research, scholarship and 
services. After collecting these products, the faculties rated each 
activity from 0-100 points and a merit evaluation checklist was 
produced. A total of 4,864 points were awarded to all faculties, and 
these points were converted into dollar amounts. The points received 
ranged from 34-241, with a mean point award of 202.7. Each year, 
44 modifications were made by the departments. 
Another case is the city of Milpitas, California which scrapped its 
inconsistent and inequitable merit system in the wake of Proposition 13 
that forced the city to cut down cost and increase productivity. Two 
Ibid., p. 184. 
42 Peter Wood, "Annual Merit Pay: One Department's Approach", 
Paper presented at the Pre-Conference Workshop on Merit Pay and Faculty 
Evaluation, February 27, 1985 (Orlando, Florida). 
43 
°Ibid., p. 22. 
44 
Ibid. , p. 23. 
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plans were developed, one for workers and the other for management. The 
management plan emphasized performance rewarding with financial 
45 incentives. The plan has four (4) weighted parts. Firstly, a 
performance evaluation (42%) done by a supervisor to help motivate and 
reward workers for supervisory efforts. Secondly, a worker plan (38%) 
of specific objectives and qualitative and quantitative performance 
measures. Thirdly, a self evaluation (10%) in which the employee rates 
his own performance. Fourthly, departmental head supplementary review 
(10%) for recognition in case of outstanding performance. A base salary 
adjustment is given to managers getting a combined score of 60 percent 
plus on all of the plans elements. Eligible employees may also get a 
year end performance incentive payment from allocation of a performance 
award pool 
It would appear that a compensation system based upon the idea of 
pay for performance would be a powerful tool for increasing and 
maintaining productivity. However, as the results of the respondents 
will show, serious shortcomings exist concerning both the theory and 
practice of pay based on performance. 
John Malthie, "California City Increases Productivity Through 
New Pay and Performance System", Government Executive, Vol. 13, No. 7 
(July 1981), pp. 39-40. 
46 Ibid., p. 40. 
IV. METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 
The main method utilized in this paper was the descriptive analysis 
approach using primary and secondary data collection techniques. 
Primary data collection techniques used included: 
1. Interview 
2. Questionnaire 
3. Participant Observation 
Interviews were conducted with several top level management 
personnel in the Bureau of Personnel and Human Resources. This bureau 
was chosen for the interview because it is directly responsible for all 
city employees. It recruits, trains, tests, develops and evaluates all 
city employees. The interview method was used for three (3) reasons. 
Firstly, because of easy access to the interviewer, this writer was able 
to ascertain firsthand information from them. Secondly, this writer was 
able to observe and record their reactions to the questions posed on a 
note pad (see Appendix B). Finally, it enabled the writer to raise 
important issues with them as well as ask follow-up questions. Some of 
the weaknesses of the interview method included the lack of anonymity 
among respondents. For example, respondents were not either forthcoming 
with their answers or they exaggerated their responses. Similarly, due 
to limited time and resources, only nine top level management personnel 
were interviewed over a five day period. 
A questionnaire was administered to sixty-five city government 
employees to ascertain the respective perceptions between management and 
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workers in relation to performance evaluation and pay raise. The 
questionnaire was administered to two sets of people. The first set of 
people comprised fifteen management personnel and the second set 
comprised fifty workers from clerical and mid level positions. This 
method was completed over a period of one week. The disadvantages of 
this method included the great amount of time spent preparing, 
distributing, and collecting responses. Also, some respondents did not 
take time to read the instructions properly and ended up generalizing 
their responses. In addition, participants' observation and notation of 
firsthand information obtained during the internship was also utilized. 
The secondary data for the study was obtained from the City of 
Atlanta Bureau of Personnel and Human Resources' publications and 
documents as well as journals, mimeographed discussions papers and books 
on the subject. 
V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Performance Evaluation versus 
Merit Pay: An Overview 
Merit pay for local government employees is one of the most 
controversial and least understood personnel issues in government. 
Merit pay provides the government with a compensation system similar to 
that of the private sector: the setting of salaries within a pay range 
in accordance with the previous year's performance. Indeed, the concept 
of merit pay is simple and appealing. One can hardly deny that there 
are wide ranging differences in individual performance in any 
organization, and one of our most dominant cultural norms suggests that 
people should be rewarded in proportion to their performance. 
In addition, sound psychological theory and practice has amply 
demonstrated the principle of positive reinforcement, that behaviors 
followed by rewards tend to be repeated. It would appear, then that a 
compensation system based on the idea of pay for performance would be a 
powerful and appealing tool for increasing and maintaining high level 
productivity by the employees of the City of Atlanta. The fact that the 
City of Atlanta subscribes to this reasoning is demonstrated by 
responses of top level management personnel of the Bureau of Personnel 
and Human Resources (See Table 3). 
Does the City of Atlanta, in fact, realize the benefits that merit 
pay seems to bring? As results of responses to a questionnaire 
administered to city employees indicated, serious questions exist 
concerning both the theory and practice of pay for performance, or to 
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paraphrase William L. Mihal, Associate Professor in the College of 
Business, Rochester Institute of Technology, "things are not as simple 
as they look." 
As a reaction to selected factors used in appraising employee 
performance and how these factors translate into tangible benefit (i.e., 
how city government uses performance evaluation for selected purposes), 
top level management employees in the survey focused upon the present 
organization and performance of city government rather than the 
performance of particular individuals (the assumption is that this will 
increase production, eliminate duplication where it exists, and reduce 
the cost of government. Hence, such factors which are considered to be 
the most important in evaluating employees are exhibited in Table 1 




Factors Considered to be the Most Important in Evaluating 
the City of Atlanta Employees 
Number of Participants 
N=9 
Participants with Strongly Participants with Disagree 
Factors Agree (SA) and Agree (A) (D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
Total 
Number (N) Percent (%) Number (N) Percent (%) 
of N of N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Knowledge of Job 5 3 56 33 1 0 11 0 
Productivity 6 2 67 22 1 0 11 0 
Dependabi1ity 
Attendance & 
2 4 22 45 2 1 22 11 
Punctuality 0 1 0 11 3 5 33 56 
Attitude 0 2 0 22 1 6 11 67 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interviews with management 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
Over three quarters (89%) of the management who responded indicated 
that knowledge of the job and productivity are equally important factors 
in evaluating employees. As the table depicts fifty-six percent (66%) 
of the management strongly agree that knowledge of the job is more 
important in evaluating employees, as against thirty-three percent (33%) 
who merely agree with the variable. It can also be seen that while 
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fifty-six percent (56%) of the management strongly agree that knowledge 
of the job is important sixty-seven (67%) of them strongly agree that 
productivity is even more important in evaluating employees. The next 
factor which ranks in importance in evaluating employees is 
dependability. Twenty-two percent (22%) and forty-five percent (45%) of 
management either strongly agree or agree respectively that 
dependability is of some importance. Only twenty-two percent (22%) of 
management agree that employee attitude has some bearing in the 
evaluation. One shocking revelation from the data collected was that 
management does not believe that attendance and punctuality matters a 
lot in employee evaluation. Fifty-six percent (56%) of them strongly 
disagree while thirty-three percent (33%) disagree. 
Table 2 shows that the perceptions of the workers are similar to 
those of management regarding most of the factors except attitude and 
punctuality. Sixty percent (60%) and seventeen percent (17%) of the 
workers either strongly agree or agree, respectively, that knowledge of 
the job is more important in performance evaluation. A higher 
percentage (63%) of the workers indicated that productivity is even more 
important than knowledge of the job. Seventy-one percent (71%) of the 
workers indicated that attendance and punctuality is of second 
importance in evaluating employees, (sixty percent (60%) and eleven 
percent (11%) strongly agree and agree, respectively). The workers' 
response to these two factors (attendance and productivity) is in sharp 
contrast to management. As was earlier pointed out, in Table 3 only 




Factors Considered to be the Most Important in 
Evaluating the City of Atlanta Employee 
Number of Participants 
N=35 
Participants with Strongly Participants with Disagree 
Factors Agree (SA) and Agree (A) (D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
Total 
Number (N) Percent (%) Number (N) Percent (%) 
on N on N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 






21 6 60 17 
22 2 63 2 
17 7 49 20 
21 4 60 11 
0 0 0 0 
5 3 14 9 
6 5 17 14 
7 4 20 11 
8 2 23 6 
6 29 17 83 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with employees 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
workers agree that punctuality and attendance is important. However, the 
workers perception of dependability is almost the same as the 
management's, forty-nine percent (49%) strongly agree and twenty percent 
(20%) agree. However, none of the employees agree or strongly agree 
that employee attitude is of importance in performance evaluation. It 
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is reasonable to assume that the differences in perception regarding 
these two factors (attitude and punctuality) is occasioned by 
management's desire to indicate that only objective factors are 
considered in the evaluation process. However, it is difficult to 
understand how a very productive worker functions if he/she were to be 
always tardy or absent. On the whole, the responses from both 
management and employees suggest that the factors considered important 
by many theorists in the evaluation process are valid. 
Response to the question "is the City of Atlanta operating under 
the merit system?" also revealed a sharp contrast between management and 
the workers' perceptions. Twenty-two (22%) and fifty-six (56%) of 
management strongly agree and agree, respectively, that the City of 
Atlanta operates under the merit system (See Table 3). The sharp 
distinction can be seen in Table 4 where seventy-seven percent (77%) and 
fourteen percent (14%) of the worker disagree and strong disagree, 
respectively, to the question. Most of the workers are of the opinion 
that if there were any merit system in city government, it stops at the 
point of hiring. They seem to suggest that factors other than merit 





Is the City of Atlanta Under the Merit System? 
N=9 
Participants with SA and Participants with D and SD 
N % of Total N N % of Total N 
SA A SA A D SA D SD 
2 5 22 56 2 0 22 0 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with management 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
Table 4 
Employees Response 
Is the City of Atlanta Under the Merit System? 
N=35 
Participants with SA and Participants with D and SD 
N % of Total N N % of Total N 
SA A SA A D SA D SD 
0 3 0 9 27 5 77 14 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with employees 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
Table 5 and 6 show the approaches used by the City of Atlanta for 
the administration of pay raises. One hundred percent (100%) of the 
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management in Table 5, strongly agree that the leading approach used in 
the administration of pay raises is step progression. There is a 
consensus between management and workers on this point, since in Table 6 
one hundred percent (100%) of the workers also agree, ninety-one percent 
(91%) strongly agree, and nine percent (9%) agree that the leading 
approach used in the administration of pay raises is step progression. 
However, thirty-three percent (33%) of management agree that percentage 
increase is also used. Twenty-two percent (22%) and twelve (12%) 
strongly agree and agree, respectively, that step progression, plus 
periodic bonus are used in the administration of pay raises. While a 
total of seventeen percent (17%) of workers both strongly agree and 
agree that percentage increase is one of the approaches used, none of 




Approaches for the Administration of Pay Raise 
in the City of Atlanta 
N=9 
Approaches 
Participants with Strongly 
Agree (SA) and Agree (A) 
Participants with Disagree 
(D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
% of % of 
N Total N N Total N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Percentage 0 3 0 33 4 2 45 22 
Step Progression 
Step Progression 
9 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 
plus Periodic Bonus 2 1 22 12 3 3 33 33 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with management 




Approaches for the Administration of Pay Raise 
in the City of Atlanta 
N=35 
Approaches 
Participants with Strongly 
Agree (SA) and Agree (A) 
Participants with Disagree 
(D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
% of 
N Total N 
SA A SA A 
% of 
N Total N 
D SD D SD 
Percentage 1 5 3 14 13 16 37 46 
Step Progression 
Step Progression 
32 3 91 0 0 0 0 0 
plus Periodic Bonus 0 0 0 0 7 28 20 80 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with employees 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
An important purpose of this study is to identify the difference in 
perceptions of the workers and management, regarding promotion, that is, 
an employee's movement from one salary range to another. As Table 7 
clearly shows only eleven percent (11%) of the management strongly agree 
that performance and longevity is the determining factor for promotion; 
while forty-five percent (45%) also indicated that they agree with the 
same factor. However, almost half (45%) of management strongly agree 
that some other factors other than performance and longevity is 
imperative for promotion from one salary range to another. It should be 
noted that none of the management personnel believe that only longevity 
or past performance only can account for promotion. 
When Table 7 is compared with Table 8 it becomes obvious that both 
management and workers agree with the fact that neither longevity only 
-34- 
nor past performance only, is responsible for an employee's promotion. 
However, sixty-six percent (66%) strongly agree and six percent (6%) of 
the workers indicate that some other factors are crucial for promotion. 
The workers' response also indicated that nine percent (9%) strongly 
agree and twenty percent (20%) agree that performance and longevity is a 
factor used for promotion. 
From the workers perspective, promotion is not based upon 
performance, rather it is based upon "who you know". This is the 
majority viewpoint expressed in the section where respondents were asked 
to state their view/opinion. From a management standpoint, this 
assertion by the workers has serious implication for the city especially 




Factors Utilized for Promoting an Employee from one 
Salary Range to Another 
N=9 
Factors 
Participants with Strongly 
Agree (SA) and Agree (A) 
Participants with Disagree 
(D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
% of % of 
N Total N N Total N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Longevity 0 0 0 0 7 ■ 2 78 22 
Past Performance 
Performance and 
0 0 0 0 7 2 78 22 
Longevity 1 4 11 45 2 2 22 22 
Some other Factors 4 0 45 0 3 2 22 33 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with management 




Factors Utilized for Promoting an Employee from one 
Salary Range to Another 
N=35 
Factors 
Participants with Strongly 
Agree (SA) and Agree (A) 
Participants with Disagree 
(D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
% of % of 
N Total N N Total N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Longevity 0 0 0 0 17 18 48 52 
Past Performance 
Performance and 
0 0 0 0 13 22 37 63 
Longevity 3 7 9 20 9 16 25 46 
Some other Factors 23 2 66 6 8 2 22 6 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with employees 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
Performance evaluation (PE) is a very crucial management tool. It 
is used for a variety of purposes. An effective use of it has a great 
payoff in the long run, for most agencies. However, most public 
agencies seem to confine its uses to areas where criticism can readily 
emerge, thereby creating some adverse problems for workers especially. 
As indicated in Table 9, fifty-six percent (56%) of management strongly 
agrees that (PE) is used for promotion, demotion and dismissal. Only 
eleven percent (11%) agree that it is used for probation periods only. 
Thirty-three percent (33%) strongly agree that PE is used to determine 
employee weaknesses and strengths. Also thirty-three percent (33%) 
strongly agree that PE is used for the administration of pay raise. 
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Workers responses differ to some extent, as it can be seen in Table 
10. Twenty-six percent (26%) and twenty-three percent (23%) strongly 
agree and agree, respectively that PE is used for promotion, demotion 
and dismissal. While twenty-nine percent (29%) strongly disagree and 
eight percent (8%) disagree with this use of PE, fourteen percent (14%) 
indicated that they did not know. However, most workers in contrast to 
management strongly agree seventy-seven percent (77%) and agree (17%) 
seventeen percent, that PE is used for probationary periods only. As 
low as fourteen percent (14%) and eight percent (8%) indicated that they 
strongly agree and agree, respectively, that PE is used to determine 
employee weaknesses and strengths. 
Another major difference between management and workers occurred 
when workers record seventy-four percent (74%) strong disagreement and 
twenty-six percent (26%) disagreement that PE is used to administer pay 
raises. It should be noted that thirty-three percent (33%) of 





The Most Important Uses of Performance Evaluation (PE) 
N=35 
Use of PE 
Participants with Strongly 
Agree (SA) and Agree (A) 
Participants with Disagree 
(D) Strongly Disagree (SD) 
% of % of 
N Total N N Total N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Use for Promotion 
Demotion and Dismissal 
For Probationary 
5 0 56 0 2 2 22 22 
Periods Only 
To Determine Weakness 
0 1 0 11 5 3 56 33 
and Strength of 
Employees 3 0 33 0 5 1 56 11 
For the Administration 
of Pay Raise 0 3 33 0 0 6 0 67 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with management 




The Most Important Uses of Performance Evaluation (PE) 
N=39 
Use of PE 
Participants 
with SA and A 
Participants 




% of % of % of 
N Total N N Total N N Total N 
SA A SA A D SD D SD 
Use for Promotion 
Demotion and Dismissal 9 8 26 23 3 10 8 29 5 14% 
For Probationary 
Periods Only 27 6 77 17 2 0 6 0 0 0 
To Determine Weakness 
and Strength of 
Employees 5 3 14 8 15 5 54 14 7 21 
For the Administration 
of Pay Raise 0 0 0 0 26 9 26 74 0 0 
Source: Data complied by Patrick Gyang from interview with employees 
of the City of Atlanta, February, 1986. 
VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
This study underscores the fact that evaluating personnel is one of 
the most troublesome aspects of human resources management. Employee 
performance has long been recognized as a prime contributor to any 
organizations overall productivity. Not until recently, however, has 
management stressed measuring employee performance accurately and using 
the information to improve productivity. Job performance appraisal has 
become a cornerstone of human resource planning (HRP). 
As this study has shown there are areas in which both management 
and workers agreed and disagreed. There is a general agreement by both 
parties that the main approach used by the City of Atlanta, for the 
administration of pay is step progression, that performance, longevity 
and some other factors are utilized for promotion; and that knowledge of 
the job, productivity and dependability are the most important factors 
considered in the evaluation of employees. 
On the other hand there were differences by both parties as to 
whether the City of Atlanta operates under the merit system; whether 
attendance and punctuality is important in the evaluation of employees; 
and whether performance evaluation is used for probationary periods 
only. 
In spite of the responses given by some of the personnel in 
management, certain comments provided by some are very revealing. On 
the management side comments range from statements like "Performance 
evaluations are not used throughout the government to benefit the 
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worker." Consequently employees see PE in a negative light as a result 
of experience with unfair ratings. PE is not generally administered on 
a timely and effective manner toward any effective utilization for pay 
raises, the PE system is easily adaptable and functional throughout the 
entire system, however it does not adequately identify characteristics 
peculiar to individual departmental problems. 
On the other hand some (mid-level and clerical) employees see the 
performance evaluation as a meaningless management tool which is only 
used to handicap employees with attendance problems. Some noted that 
performance evaluations are just useless and in order to get promoted 
you have an influential person on your side, an inside person. One 
interesting observation by one employee is that the system which the 
City of Atlanta uses is retrogressive. It handicaps high performance 
employees. Some employees, forty percent (40%), observed that the 
system is biased and prejudiced and because of this only the low level 
employees suffer the most. Another perception raised by two employees, 
eight percent (8%), is that performance evaluation appears to be a 
mandatory procedural item which impacts very slightly on advancement. 
Finally some employees observed that step increase are the only way to 
get more money and in order to get promoted only a high rate of 
turnovers in higher positions may create an opening that can be filled 
by a subordinate. Again that will depend on whether the vacant position 
is advertised internally. 
In spite of the divergent viewpoints regarding performance 
evaluation expressed by both management, mid-level and clerical level 
personnel, this writer is of the opinion that if PE is employed fairly 
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and equitably, it will enhance the overall effectiveness of any 
organization and improve the morale of its employees. 
Recommendations 
There is no legislative mandate requiring the City of Atlanta to 
develop a performance appraisal system. In fact, the city managers are 
free to automatically move employees through the salary ranges strictly 
on the basis of longevity or some other criterion. The costs of such a 
strategy are great, however, in terms of actual salary costs and less 
obvious measures such as morale and productivity. Thus, as a result of 
this study, this writer hereby makes the following recommendations for 
the City of Atlanta and other localities interested in a fresh and 
realistic approach to compensation: 
(1) Set up a performance appraisal system that focuses on 
performance, not pay. Note that this writer is very much in 
favor of performance appraisal but is opposed to the 
traditional pay-for-performance programs, which undermine a 
supervisor's role as counselor and coach by forcing him to act 
as a salary negotiator; 
(2) Establish an appraisal system that will contain no more than 
five gradations: unsatisfactory, competent but not fully 
qualified, excellent. Too many systems fail because they 
encumber themselves with distinctions they cannot possibly 
make, such as the difference between "good" and "very good or 
between "superior and "outstanding". This writer does not 
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favor the practice of uplifting the rating terms by calling 
"satisfactory" performance "good;" 
(3) Tie pay to the market place. It is not enough simply to 
collect salary information,* city managers must also verify 
that similar jobs in the external environment coincide with 
those held by city employees; 
(4) Provide extra increases for star performance. It is not 
difficult to spot the stars; 
(5) Provide promotional opportunities through structured career 
paths. What is really required is a series of structural 
steps that recognizes an employee's mastery of his or her 
present job. If we make the reasonable assumption that there 
is a direct correlation between such mastery and actual 
performance - a reasonable assumption for most knowledge 
worker jobs - we would have the essence of a true merit 
program; 
(6) Establish an effective measuring device for appraisal 
purposes. The more precisely the system allows employees to 
be rated on criteria that are directly related to their duties 
and responsibilities, the greater will be the systems validity 
and acceptability to the employees; and 
(7) Make allowance for seniority. City employees with fifteen 
(15) or more years' seniority and rated excellent should be 
slotted at the top of the range; those rated competent and 
fully qualified, halfway between the market rate and the top. 
APPENDIX A 
CITY OF ATLANTA ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 









CITY OF ATLANTA EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
-47- 
CITY OF ATLANTA EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS ADMINISTERED TO SOME CITY EMPLOYEES TO 
MEASURE THE PERCEPTION OF EMPLOYEES TO PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
CHECK THE ALTERNATIVE THAT IS MOST APPROPRIATE TO THE QUESTION 
Department:  Date: 
Bureau:   Time: 
Position : 
Years of Service: 
KEYS: SA STRONGLY AGREE 
A AGREE 
D DISAGREE 
SD STRONGLY DISAGREE 
DK DON'T KNOW 
1. Listed below are some of the elements that are considered to be the most 
important in evaluation the City of Atlanta employees. Check your 
appropriate choice. 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Knowledge of the Job [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 
b. Productivity [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
c. Dependability [ ] [ ] ] [ ] 
d. Attendance and Punctuality [ 3 [ ] [ ] [ ] 
e. Employee attitude [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] 
2. The City of Atlanta operates under the merit System. Check the 
appropriate one. 
(SA) (A) (D) (SA) (DK) 
[ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] 
3. Listed below are three forms of approaches for the administration of 
salary raises by the City of Atlanta 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK 
a. Traditional percentage increase [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
b. Step progression [ 1 [ ] L ]- [ ] [ 3 
c. Step progression plus periodic 
bonus [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 3 
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4. Many agencies including the City of Atlanta use the factors listed below 
for pay raise. Check the appropriate answer. 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Longevity [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
b. Performance [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] 
c. Longevity and 
Performance [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ 1 
An employee who has worked through all the salary steps remains on the 
last step indefinite until he or she moves to the next salary range. 
The transfer from one salary range to another is based on the following 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Longevity [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
b. Past Performance [ ] C ] [ 1 [ 1 [ ] 
c. Performance 
Longevity [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ 1 
d. Some Other Factors [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1 
6. Listed below are some element which would make performance evaluation 
more meaningful. Check your appropriate response. 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Set up performance appraisal 
system that emphasize performance [ ] [ 1 [ i [ 3 [ 3 
b. Tie pay raise to the market place [ ] [ 1 [ ] [ 3 [ 3 
c. Provide extra bonus increase for 
star performance [ ] [ ] : 3 [ 3 [ 3 
d. Provide promotional opportunities 
through structured career path [ ] [ ] 3 [ 3 3 
e. Make allowance for seniority [ ] [ 1 3 [ 3 3 
7. ost agencies using the merit system base their practices on the following 
assumptions. Check the response that is most applicable to the City of 
Atlanta. 
(SA) (A) (D) ' (SD) (DK) 
a. Pay differences can be accurately 
measured [ 3 C 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 
b. Pay difference can be related to 
performance differences [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 
c. Individuals will increase their 
efforts to gain more rewards [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 [ 3 
8. Bias has played a very negative role in performance evaluation of merit 
pay system. Do you think that raters are sometimes biased in their 




9. Raters could be biased because of the following: 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Personal relationship between the 
raters and the employee [ ] [ 3 [ ] [ ] [ ] 
b. Superior position in relation to 
subordinate [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 
c. The rater is just a hard person [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 
10. The following are list of the most important uses of performance 
evaluation. 
(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
a. Used for promotion, demotion and 
dismissal [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 3 [ 3 
b. Used for probationary period only [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 3 [ 3 
c. Used to determine weakness and 
strengths of employees [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 3 [ 3 
d. Used for the administration of 
pay raise [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ 3 [ 3 
LI Based on your work experience with the City of Atlanta, what is your 
perception of performance evaluation as it relates to the merit system. 
PS. Additional Comments Welcome Administered By: Patrick Gyang 
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